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TWO sessions ,of a kindergarteft show and tell ^spaced 
16 days apartV were obs^ved to compare tf*e participant structup^ ai^d 
the content of this shared time, Pattioipant structure was exami^ried 
in t^riHS of turn talciugr spatial/ arrangement, and teacher manageiDfent 
(if the event. Content was analyzed in terms o^' topic and cognitive^ 
/* level. The changes in structure that the teacher made fjp shew and* 
tell fro© ttrfe first observation to th-e s*econd oli^rvation provided a 
ttore informal setting^ effectively decreasing the ^at*us differential 
^between teacher ai^ children. Increased participatiotKOn the part of 
the children resuTtedt as did an increase in the respoffsi^ility of 
"^he children for structuring the flow -of sharing time. Host of the 
topics for ^scussion were ol)jects from home, Children*s 
contributions increased dramatically under the changed** participation 
structure, while the teacher's contributions decreased 
correspondingly. In conclusion it was ^found that the changed goals 
and structure of sharing time raised both the quantity and the 
quality of the children' ^ySharing time communication, (flOD)- ; 
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^Sharing Time is a speech event found in many kindergarten and primary 
grade classrooias in the United States* Its typical form» especially at the 
Q - kindergarten level, Is^^at of "Show and Tell/' where children briiig objects 
t 1^ to so^iool vhlch serve as the foci for individual children's presentation to 

_ the assembled class* 

Teachers may have one or moVe goals in mind when they include a Sharing 
Time in the curriculum* For example, it may be seen as a way to provide a 
linic between home and school* and to integrate individuals into the larger 
CD Si^oup, fostering, a sense o£ classroom comiQunlty; it provides an opportunity 

tjul for children to talk and learn to feel confident while doing so in front of^ 

a group; and It often tho^ght of as a uteans (or furthering children's ^ 
\ , conceptual deyelfipment through e:cposur§ to differing points of view or bits ' 

of <lnformat^lon^s!^fered both by peers and teacher* Various forms for this * 
speech event are also found, varying along the dimension of fonhality- 
Informallty which may govern the explicit acceptability of topics for^sharing^ 
^ participation rights, and spatial configuration^ of pirtieipants* 

* 

Because of our observations, both as teachers of 'young children and as 
^'students of teaching," that teachers' goals are not always congruent with a 
structuring which allows their fulfillment — ncrt: only for Sharing Time — in 
this study we set out to examine the relationship of the structure of ^Sharing 
Time in a kindergarten to its content* 

Xn a paper reporting a study of discourse narratives during Sharing Time 
In a f^rst grade classroom, Michaels and Cook-Gumpers (1979) point out^ th^t 
the teacher*s goals yand notlfens of what const^^tutes an appropriate contri- 
bution by the chiW is, an Important factor in the structuring of that comimini" 
cative event* Although the model for their analysis is the narrative while 
ours is that whi^ might be more loosely termed conversation > their point 
. still holds* 

V 

As part of a larger study Peggy Lazarus collected data over a period of 
four months in a kindergarten during its Sharing Time in the course oi which 
,the teacher consciously changed her ideas about what function su&h an event 
might serve in the learning, of the children- A "naturalistic experiment" 
resulted which seemed ideal for:^an analysis of the sort we were interested ia* 
As the teaeher ^rethought her purposes for Sharing Time '^he ^restructured the 4 
event* Xn this paper we compare the participant structure and , content of 
Sharing Time before the teacher changed her goals to the form and content 
which emerged several months later after new purposes were^^^pted* 

Y 

^ Presented at meetings of the Liri^uistia Association of the Southwest in Denver 

\, and the Roaky Mountain Education Eeaearah ABscaiation in Las Cruaes^ October 2980* 

fife wish to thank Professor Courtney Cazden for her encouragement and guidance* 
O This study is a result of work for her course "Language in the Classroom" given 

at the 1980 ISA Sumer Institute in Albuquerque^ M. 
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Analytic Approach 

Participant structure is looked at in terms of turn taking, spatial 
arrcngement, and teacher management of the events As McHoul (1978) points 
out, all of these variables reflect the status differential between teacher 
and students inherent ^he classroom, locating its speech events along a 
formality vector* this status differential also accounts for the lioportance 
of the teach^r^s conceptualization of any particular event* 

The taking of turns during verbal interaction in a highly roon&al event 
follows a patv.em which has been ,pre-set ; McHoul (1978) provides khe example 
of the wedding ceremony where not only who speaks when ±s pre-d^ermlned but 
also what is s\±d is ri.tually prescribed* Thi-s es^reme of pre^allocation of 
turns is mirrored physically by the spatial configuration of participants, 
the distances between them, and the pre-^allocation of the arrangement, among 
other variables. Highly informal situations, on the other hand, are chEr*- 
acterlzed by local,, on-the-spot turn allocation and more casual, perhaps 
shifting, spatial relations between participants. Classroom situations fall 
somewhere between threse two extremes and parr.lcular speech ev^ts within 
the classroom ntay vary as to tneir degree ol'- formality* Essentially, what 
the system of turn allocation and rules for spatial arrangement of irtfci- 
pants in effect during" a speecH event regulate are the rights and responsi*- 

bilities of participants with regard to speaking. 

* 

Much of teacher managem^t of classroom activities is accomplished by 
both turn allocation system and* the spatial arrangement of students 
during various events* In addition, we look at teacher turns during Sharing 
Time, including evaluative remarks, which enforce and regulate the systems 
in operation* ~ 



tfe analyze content In terms of topic and cogn:^tiv^ level* L^t us first 
examine the notion ot topic* The importance of topic and situation in 
Sharing Time was recognized l>y Kahn (1947)* She identified six most fre- 
quently used topics of mlddle-^lass first grade children; object display, 
home play, family activity, family outing> accoiiht of a movie, and account 
of an animal* she found that both^topic and the situation (audience versus 
private recordings) affected sentenca^tructure. Most striking was the 
predominance of short sinj^le sentencesbo^ccomplish object display* Bahn^s 
typology fs^equally appropriate today (substituting TV for movies)* This is 
confirmed by our impressions as classroom teachers and by examination of 
topics mentioned by Michaels and Cook-Gumperz (1979) and those of this study* 

* 

With ^he advent of diiscourse analysis, interest has shifted from static 
typology and s€ntcn:e structure toward the dynamic, negotiated management of 
topic in iiiteractiov . In their paper "Topic as a discourse notion: a study 
of topic In the conversations of children and adults," Keenan and Schieffelln 
(1976) studied " * * * the wiy in which topics are initiated, sustained, a^d/ 
or dropped in nar,urally*occurring discourse" (p* 337). They define topic as 
'*the PROPOSITION (or set of propositions) about which the speaker 1^ either 
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providing or requesting new information" Cp* 338)* Although their paper Is 
concerned inainly with topic Initiation, a framework for the analysis of dls* 
course structure In terms of topic maintenance Is provided and is presented 
below* We use this framework to analyse changes In content under varied 
structural conditions* 

Discourse 

Continuous Discontinuous 

Collaborating Incorporating Re-Introduclng Introducing 
Discourse Discourse Discourse Dlsciourse ^ 

Topic ' Topic Topic ^ "Topic 

Their definitions are: 

For Continuous DlscJourse: A topic which ^actly matches that of the 

immediately preceding utterance Is a COLLABORATING discourse toplq* 

Sequences in which a discourse topic Integrates a claim, and/or 
presupposition of an iinmedlately prior utterance are topic IKCORFOBATIKG 
sequences * 

For DISCOOTINUOUS Discourse: Relntroductlon of a claim and/or a dis- 
course topic (or parf thereof) that has appeared in the discourse 
I^lstory at some point prior to the immediately preceding utterance 
is called a RE-INTRODUCING TOPIC* 

A discourse topic that is in no way related to the preceding utterance, 
and does not draw on utterances produced elsewhere in the discourse is 
called an INTRODUCIKG DISCOURSE TOPIC* 

(from Keenan & Schieffelln, 1976) 

For the analysis of content according to cognitive level, a hierarchical 
schedule is necessary* We examined several such schemes: Bank Street DCfi, 
Tough's (1976), and Bloom's Taxonomy. All ot them failed to capture some 
types of cognitive expression that occur in our natural discourse samples. 
We did find one Gcheme which exhaustively covers our examples, that developed 
by Harle M< Hughes for the Arizona Research and Development Center (1967)* 
With her permission, The Mental Activity Hierarchy Scale (MAHS) is reproduced 
in the analysis section* A conversion of the results of MAHS to Bloom's 
Taxonoiay was executed. The statistical Inferences were the same fSr both 
scales . 

Keenan and Schieffelln (1976) point out four difficulties the child must 
overcome in order to identify the proposition of the current discourse topic: 
limited attention gpan; distractibility; a lack of understanding of the point 
of the previous utterance (especially with declaratives where the question of 
concern is implicit and the child must therefore construct it for herself); 
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and lack of attention. Thus, collaboration upon or incorporation of the 
preceding discourse topic require that the child attend to the preceding 
utterance and possess, the cognitive ability to understand it in order to 
respond with a relevant utterance. Specifically, an instance of collaborating 
discourse topic Indexes attention and participation since, by definition, it 
mirrors the previous comment. Likewise, incoi^orating discourse topics index 
attention and participation. We use both to determine participation levels 
of the children. In addition, since incorporating topics add new information 
to the established topic, they show the ability to extend the topic. There** 
* fore Incorporating topics can serve as a measure of the cognitive level of 
content. Each incorporating topic can be §iven a score in accord with 
Hughes' mental activity-hierarchy as an indication of the quality of the 
extensious and elaborations* Note that botn measures are equally applicable 
to both teacher ^d child coinmunications . 

In summary, the following two measures are used to describe changes in 
content: Collaborating, Incorporating and Re-* Introducing topics; and the 
Hughes Mental Activity Hierarchy Scale* 

Me thodology 

Data Base * 

The raw data for this paper come from Lazarus' doctoral research, ap 
ethnographic study of a kindergarten ^assrcom. Assuming the role' of partici'* 
pant. observer, she '^'oved freely among groups of children, audio-taping con- 
versation in the naturalistic setting of the classroom. Audio-tapes were 
made on twenty-two days of school and were distributed as follows: 



Period 


I 


Period 


II 


Period 


III * 


Days 


Dates 


Days 


Dates 


Days 


Dates 


*1 . 


Nov 9 


6 


Jan 3 


16 


Mar 5 


2 


Nov 27 


7 


Jan 4 


17 


■Mar 7 


*3- 


Nov 30 


8 


Jan 5 


18 


Mar 9 


4 


Dec 1 


9 


Jan 8 


19 


Mar 13 


5 


Dec 4 


10 


Jan 9 


20 


Mar 14 


vacation 


11 


Jan 10 


*2I 


Mar 15 (video-taped) 






12 


Jan 11 


22 


Mar 19 






13 


Jan 12 










14 


Jan 15 










*1| 


Jan l6 


k 





*Days analyzed in this paper. 



All the audio-tapes were transcribed by Lazarus, Transcriptions of 
four days. Days 1, 3, 13, and 2U fprm'the basis for analysis of this paper* 
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Settle . 

Xhe community In which the kindergarten class was located is homogeneously 
ntlddle cla^s as it consists of scientific personnel working for a government 
laboratory. 'Hie children have, many advantages* Also, all but one of the 
children were native speakers of English* The kindergarten is in a public 
schocl* 

Class size was twenty-one in November » twenty in J'&nuary and eighteen in 
Harch* Children who have reached age five by September 1 enroll in this 
kindergarten. 

The teacher received her master *s degree from the University of Hew tfexico 
sW reported that her professional -training had enhanced her belie£ in the 
open classroom and especially in the value. of providing opportunities for 
children's use of language, in the classroom*' Thuo» Sharing Time was ^n 
Important feature of her class schedule* At the beginning of the period 
during which recordings were m/ide^ the teacher conceived Sharing Time to bo 
an event very much like the usual "Show and Tell'* where the children take 
turns presenting an object brought from home or describing an activity » 
typically an occurr^ce outride of school* The teacher^ in linci with her 
educational philosophy, stated explicitly that she viewed Sharing Time as 
an opportunity to increase the chlldren*s l^mgiiage through teacher responses 
that extended and elaborated upon the chlld*s contrihutions* 

Following the class session, the researcher often discussed the day*s 
events as well as transcripts of previous days with the teacher to elicit 
her perceptions* One of these discussions revolved ^bout alternate concep- 
tions of .Sharing Time* The researcher alerted the teacher to indications 
in the transcripts that children were aw^re of violations of certain conver- 
sational principles present in Sharing. Time as then constituted* They sig- 
naled their awareness by complaints that the topic had already been shared 
C'You shared that before**) * In this situation the teacher frequently held - 
the floor for the sharing child by makfiag comments or asking questions about 
hovel aspects- of the topic* 

Also, the children showed some signs of inattention. The teacher f^lt 
Sharing Time was getting to be a struggle and welcomed a rationale for trying 
something new* She then (the next day) altered her goal for Sharing Time to 
promotion of children*s conversational skills and participation, with a cor- 
responding change in structure* Thus, the conditions of a natui^al experiment 
developed* We h^ve well -documented accounts of the language produced before, 
during and after the changes* The research questions which ve attempt to 
answer are; is the change in structure accompanied by an increase In children'; 
participation, and is the change in structure accompanied by a decrease in the, 
extension and elaboration of language which could be considered a result which 
is educationally counter productive? 
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The structural changes were spread over many days* The first and major 
change took pWce on Day 7, January 4, Day 21; March 15, docximents the 
structure as it existed on the last day of the research* Essentially, the 
teacher made adjustments whertevei; she noted problems* In other words, this 
was a teacher who reflected on jol^ssroom events and continually worked for 
Improvement* ThiG study provides evidence of her dynantic decisicas* 

The following changes were made, in sequence: 

^ 1* Original structure: teacher seated In chair (which is always in the 

same place, child (Sharer) standing next to teacher jt both facing grouped 
children sitting bunched on floor* Teacher selects Sharer * (Day 3) 

2* Major change: teacher and children sit ±n circle on floor. Sharer *3 

turn allocated automatically following circular path; children encouraged 
to comment ^d question* 

3* Automatic allocation of shares; children encouraged to comment and ques- 
' tion upon making a bid by raising hand , teacher noEilnates* 

4* Automatic allocaticm of Sharer; ::hildren encouraged co comment and ques" 
tlon, bidding by raising hands; Sharing child selects speaker * 

5* Automatic allocatioii of Sharer; children encouraged to comment and ques- 
tion by fitting their contributions into conversational pauses appro- 
priately"^ tDay 21) 



Data Analysis and Results 

Selection of Days 

Iwo days were chosen for comparison: Day 3 as representative of the 
pre^-change period; and Day 21 as representative of the post-change period* 
Day 21 was the last day of the research, and the, sharing time' session was ' 
both audio and video-taped* We felt t;hac the two extreme days would indi" 
cate whether there were gross changes in the variables in which we ara* 
interested* It is possible that the video-taping and the effect of addi- 
tional months of schooling could contaminate the results* Therefore certain 
aspects of an .intermediary day. Day 15, were also analyzed where they were 
valuable as controls* Due to a lack of time on Day 3, Sharing Time was 
curtailed, denying all children with an intent to share an opportunity to 
participate. It is possible that peculiarities of the selected children 
could contaminate the results* Therefore certain aspects of Day 1 which had , 
full participation were included as a control* The schedule on page 4 
indicates that Day 1 was Nov* 9* Day 3 was Nov* 30, Day 15 was Jan* 16, and 
Day 21 was March 15* This means that between Day 1 and Day 3, two weeks 
elapsed and between Day J and Day 15 six weeks elapsed (but only two of them 
school weeks)* Between Dey 15 and Day Zl nine weeks elapsed* 
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Participant Structure * 

The table below 3hows the differences found between Sharing Times on 
Day 3 and Day 21 in total number of speaking turns (STs) for both children 
and teacher, total number of teacher speaking turn (TSTs), and total number 
pf chlldren*s speaking tumls (CSTs) * 

TABLE I* Kumber of Speaking Turns by Speaker and Day 

Day 3 Day 21 

Total ho* STs 103 206 

Total no TSTs 55 ^52 

Total no* CSTs ^ 48 154 

Length of Sharing Time 175 250 

in tape feet 

Although the length of Sharing Time for Day 21 is less than one and a 
half times longer than that for Day 3, the total number of speaking turns 
is twice as many, the totsl pmber of teacher speaking turns is slightly 
less, and the total number of children's speaking turns is more than three 
times as great for Day 21 than for Day 3* In order to make sure that on 
Day 21 the teacher was not taking fewer turns but speaking more per turn, 
we compared the average number of words per teacher turn for Day 3 to that 
of Day 21 and found that it dropped from 12*58 to 6*71* Clearly, the 
children talk more under the new system than tf^ey did under the old, a posi- 
tive effect if the teacher's goal Is to promote student talk* 

When we looked at teacher management turns we found several interesting 
things* On Day 3 the teacher selects the child who is to be Sharer and the 
discourse which ensures typically is an e:cchaiLge between that child and the 
teacher ^rhere the teacher comments on the topi^ ami moves the excha^ige along 
by asking the Sharer questions about i^^ 

T; OK, Tanya* 

Ta; (( )) something to say, silly* 

T; You have something silly to say, hm, OK* 

Ta; CC )) (Thanksgiving Day) (( )) 

T: ^ That*s kind of scary* Who taught you that? 

Ta; We was watching I^veme and Shirley. (a TV show) 

T; Oh, Laveme and Shirley, OK* 

Ch; KC )) me too* 

T: \0K, Steph^^ (T selects next Sharer^ 

(Day 3) 

On Day 3 the teacher takes 11 turns to allocate, begin, and end Sharer 
turns, usually accomplishing the ending of one sharing episode and the begin- 
niiig of the next in one turn as in the example above* We call these Regulatory 
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In contrast, on Day Zl the allocation of Sharer turns is automatic and 
goes around the circle from one child to the next* The teacher's regulatory 
comments do not really allocate turns at being Sharer, since the sequence 
'of Sharers is pre^set* In this sense the new , system is more formal than the 
old« Hov^ever, by making selection of next Sharer automatic rather than 
dependent upon the teacher, equality of students in relation to each other 
hJid to the teacher is ensured. Rather, on Day 21 the teacher's Regulatory 
Turns serve to begin and end Sharers* turns when it appears to her that the 
Sharer has nothing more to say and no other children want to add anything 
more* She takes 18 turns to do this, usually without doing any work to wrap 
^p the sharing episodes but simply marking the end and naming the child who 
is to begin next* 

Sh; You know what, now we*ve g^t the whole fainily of dogs* 

{^dances dogsjt 
-Tti Does this guy dance ^oo? ^pointingf 
Sh: Yeah* l?dances it^ 
Children; iflaughteri^O 
T; OK, Travis* 
Tr; My shirt * * * 

(Day 21) 



Below is a table which shows the number of sharing episodes and the 



number of teacher Regulatory Turns for Days 3 and 21 

Da y ^ 3 



Ho* of Sharing Episodes 
No. T Regulatory Turns 

Length of Sharing Time 
in tape feet 



8 
11 

175 



Day 21 

21 
18 



154 



Although on Day 21 the teacher takes proportionately fewer turns to 
regulate the succession of sharing episodes than she does on Day 3, what' 
was particularly striking to us was how much of the flow of Sharing Time 
is regulated by the teacher*s questioning of the Sharer on Day 3* The 
example below illustrates this* 

T; * * * let*s let him get started, CK? What do you have, Brian? 
Br; shows a goldfish in a glass bowU? 

T; Oh, look at that* 

Ka; We used to have a goldfish till we gave it to the friends we had 

turkey with* 

Br; A goldfish* 

T; Can I help you hold it? 

Br: It*s a gold — 
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Ti Is this the only one you have at home?^ 

Br: No, I got four. 

T: So how fnauy did you leave sit home? 

3r: Three* 

T: How did you decide which goldfish to bring? 



(Day 3) 



This e^cchange continues for a total of 37 turns and Is one of^the 
longest for both days* With the exception Ka's comment CVeused to have a 
goldfish - * *"), and that of two other (unidentified) children ("Let me 
look/* when Brlao" holds up his box of fish food and "Oh, my cousin has some 
gupples" after the teacher mentions getting gupples for the classroom) , the 
teacher and Brian are the only participants* This sharing episode shows the 
pattern of turns common to Day ^ wKere the average number of participants 
per Sharer's turn Is two, Including the teacher, with an occasioni^l other 
child getting In a turn* 

The teacher's contributions not only structure the content of ^he 
chlld*s utterances, as Michaels and Cook-Gumpers (1979) note (see also 
.relevant llteratXire on types of questions and the kind of answers they 
elicit), but they also influence the^ length of the child's responses,^ deter- 
mine the length o^ the sharing eplsode> and limit the number of participants* 



Below is a table which shows the^ number of turns the teacher took which 
include at least one question (but n^'t questions used for beginning or ending 
turns such as " * * * let's let him get started, OK?", or clarifying'or 
confirming questions such as *Y6u did?" or ''Really?'' Also excluded are 
questions the teacher asked on Day 21 inviting participation* The excerpt 
anove about Br^s goldfish has several examples of the kind of teacher ques- 
tions counted for Table 'II* 

i 

I 

TABLE II* tgumber of Teacher Turns with Questions 



Totals 





Sharing 




Sharing 


Day 3 


Episode 


I>a>; *l 


Episode 


8 


1 


1 


1 


5 


2 


3 


5 


1 - 


5 


3 


7 


I 


6 


2 


8 


3 


7 


3 


7 


1 


8' 


2 


8 






1 


11 






1 


13 






2 


15 






1 


18 


:9 


6 


14 


8 



\ 
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We see that for Day 3 there are a total of 19 turns over 6 sharing episodes 
(out of a total of 8), while on Day 21 the teacher takes Yk turns which 
have questions furthering the topic over 8 sharing episodes (out of a 
possible 2X) « 4 

^ereas the teacher, on Day 21, participates much less and asks far 
fetr r questions about the topic than she does on Day 3, leaving the struc- 
tttring of the discourse to the children, we might expect to find proportion- 
ately more Regulatory Turns for t)ay 21* As we have seen (table on page 8), 
this is aot ths base* However, on Day 21 there, are several instances where 
children's turns do spill over beyond the end of the sharing episode marked 
by the teacher* 

T; Just show us one more picture for right now, OK? 
Je; It's almost done (though)* 

Here's the (( ))* That's the end of it* 
T; OK* 

Je: My Disn^yunland I got from Daddy. 
Ch; My dad give me that book* 

Br: And that mon-, the monorail, it goes all the way aroucd Disneyland. 
^ T: Yes, OK* 

Ch; And there's a train that goes aUL around Disneyland too* 
T: Urn, Sonja. 

(Day 21) 



Keenan and Schieffelin (1976) note that they find question-asking to 
be more characteristic of adults speakiiig to children than it is of adults 
spesklqg to other adults or of children speaking to either other children 
or adults* This 'Phenomenon is probably a reflection not only of the adult's 
greater linguistic and communicative competence,^ but also of the status 
differential between adults and chjldren* ' Cazden (lecturer, 1980 LSA Suimner 
Institute) has noted the more particular instance of this differential in 
the evaluative statements and asking o£ "known-answer" questions which are 
frequent in teacher-child interactions. 

Further, McHou^ (1978), in discua^ing formal talk in the classroom, 
points, out that "Tethers have' the righ^and obligation to give'— once an 
answer has been produced—^a comment on the sufficiency of that answer" (p. 190) 
The more formal the situation (such as a classroom lesson) , the L.ore marked 
is^ the instance where the teacher fails to make some kind of evaluative com- 
ment, whereas in a less fomal &peaf:h event (such EiS Sharing Time in a kinder- 
gart^en) we would expect to find thdt evaluative comments are less frequent*^ 
In fact, we find that when the teacher changed her goals for Sharing Time 
and to a new struorare she makes fewer evaluative comments (Day 3 » 12 or 
11% of her comments. Day 21 « 5 or lOX) , which provides evidence Cor a con- 
clusion that the later form of Sharing Time is less formal than its earlier 
form* 
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In looking further at the teacher's Regulatory Turns wc found two Qther 
contrasts o£ interest* ^oth days have Reg\%Latory Tunis which «e categorized 
separately fvtm those which allocate, begin, or end children's turnd, as 
turns whlcH -function to maintain order « These are utterances such as "Wait, 
vait,,walt, wait, wait, valt^ Wait 'xil this .audience is ready* Josh? 
Erlji, are you ready?" or simply,- "Shhh*"^ Again, because on Day 21 the 
teacher plays a less active discourse role In structuring the children's 
participation, we mfght expect to find that she has to do more vort: to inaln- 
taiifonler/ l^ut this kind of managectent curn occurs proportionately less 
cn Day V (7 Instances) than It does on Day 3 (6 Instatfces)* It is possible, 
of cou*^, that? this difference majr be accounted for by the chlld^*%n's 
iiicreaseii maturity and socialiisation as a result of the, three and a half 
months that have telapsed between Day 3'and Day 21. 

^ The other difference we foynd is that a new category of, teacher Regu- 
latory Turns exists on Day 21, that of Inviting cojmnents* She makes such 
invitations as "YoU have anything to say about that, Adam?" and "What were 
you going to say, Travis?" We find no invitations to participate on Day 
uhere the interactional pattern for a sharing episode is an exchange between 
teacher and Sharer, and the number of different participants per episode Is 
two or tjiree*^ On Day 21, however, the average number of different partici- 
pants per* sharing ' episode Is six (including the teacher) « 

Topic TygoloRyt Analysis 

Topics predated by the childr^r. were categorized according to Hahn's 
^^47) t^olo'gy« A few topics could not be placed among her six most common 
ones* They, belong therefore to her miscellaneous^ category which accounted 
for SX of her results « 

* \ 

4. 

Topic Typology: Results , . 

Of the 45 topics of sharing time on Days 3, 15, and 21, 30^^re. objects 
brought from home* ^There was one which was a report from television, 4 
reported a home activity, and none concerned an amLmal* Two cartegories not 
mentioned by Eahn (although perhaps included in her mis^.ellany column) were 
physical state or problems (4), and'pa^ents' occupations (1)* ^ 

As with I^hn's analysis, sPme objects w^re accompanied by minimal speech, 
but others were. considerably elaborated* For example, Tanya presents her 
objects briefly, saying: 

Ta: Hy picture that I made, and my boat. 



H«B« the teacher's use of the term audience to describe the children 
other than the child whose turn it 13 to share « This quote is from Day 3. 
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whereas Brian eKtends his preaencatlon of his hockey game toy with the 
following: 

Br: Sonjathing big I ^ot for CbristtiBg* If I can {( )). All 
these ccmee apart . * « (and even) this thing, X think, broke 
off* ^ 

T . 

The Hahn analysis provided a basia for choosing rep ^^entative samples of 
topics on different diys* These matched topics were used to gauge the 
cogaltlva level on th^ respective days* 
• 

Dlscours^ Topic: Analysis 

One of the iceasures used to examine changes In content was the topic 
discourse construct of Reenan a^d Schleffelin, (1976) * Whereas Hahn used 
'topic* to categorize the items which' children discussed during- Siaring 
Tjboe^ Keenan and Schleffelin uae *topic* to encompass all the concepts 
that ar^ relatscf to a single item under dlscussiou* It Is thereJEbre thie 
Keenan and Schleffelin * topic* that appropriate for analyzing pETtici- 
pation'as well as extensions and elaborations of language^ 

In oi'der to operational ize the Reenan and Schleffelin construct, we made 
the following decisions* We eliininated teacher and child management asides 
not being discourse topics* Collaborating Discourse Topics (CDT*a) 
eluded all responses that were part of cOi*tingency pairs (Garvey, 1975), 
e*g*, replies.^ to known^answer questions and repetitions* Incorporating 
Discourse Topic;? (IDT*s) included replies to open-endcd questions, evalua- 
tive coments^ seconding cotnuents ("me too'*)^ as well as additional concepts* 
Sach bit of information wlthlu a speaking turn was counted as a separate 
discourse topw* This meant that there were often many topics per speak^^^ 
turn* 

We win ttow examine some instances of the scoring procedure; 



Ka: Yesterday when uh when I went 
to um Albuquerque, I mean 
Santa^^, we stayed till midnight. 

You^did?"^-. 



T: 

Na: 
Ka: 



Oh huh. 

Urn we were we ^ad to go to a 
meeting* 

Juad I was so ^od« 
I slways be^n- 

That was the fir^tt^time I been 
good* 



i^Introducting Topic^ 

#CDT, mirrors content of 

previous utterance? 

^CDT, reply to contingency pairS 

#IDT# 
#n)T^ 
#IDT# 

?IOT? 



la 
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Also, after amsk has been exhibited and the teacher asked: 

T: What could ^u use for hair? i^IDT^peo-ended questioni^ 

Ch: Yam #IDT, new id^v 

T: ^ou could use string. What eise?^ ^CDT + IDT# 

St: Pine needles. ^IDI, new idea# 
""^^"Cfc^Green hsir, well, how abou^ 

blond hair? ?IDT, inference, IDT, new idea# 

Lastly, in. a continuation of the above cited hockey .game^discuss^^*^, whert. 
the hockey puck leaped across the floor, the following cotments were made: 

Ch: That looks like a cookie. #IDT, new idcta? 

Br: It looks like s black hamburger. #IDT, new idea# 

Ch: Yes* ^ #CDT, agrees wljti-^evlous idea# 

T: What do you call that black thing, 

. Brian? tfIDT$ - . 

Br; A hockey puck. #CDT, reply to known answer question? 

. 

A reliability rate between investigators of lOOJt on CDT and IDT 
designations was achieved after discussion renioved the very few disagreements. 

i . ^ f 
Discourse Topic: Results 

The frequency and distributicn of Colla|^ating Discourse Topics and 
/tncorporatlng Discourse Topics can be read from Table '/.II. 



Insert Table 111 about here 



We will icok first at the respective contributUons of children and teacher 
on the different days (Tatle HI A). 



On the pre-change day, Day 3, the children's contribution was 49jE of 
the total discourse and the teacher's was 5I£. After the structural change, 
on Days 15^ and 21, the children's contribution reached 85% wHlle the teacher's 
decreased to l^S, reciprocally. T^is dramatic change indicates that one 
goal of Sharing Time common to both cot^ditions, that it provide an opportunity 
for children to talk In a group situation, was achieved. 

T ble III B shotfs the effett of the changes on the content of the dis- 
course topics. One effect was that the proportion of IDT (new Ideas) to 
CDT (echoing ideas) went front 493[/^lS on the pre-Aange day to 78Z/22S on 
Day 15, and $Q%/^lX on Day 21. This means that more of the total discourse 
was devot2d to elaborations and extensions of the ±tm being dii^cussed. thus 
another common goal of Sharing Time, extending and elaborating language, was 
athic'/ed* 



^ay 15 was included to check that the efface was not due to video- 
taping on Day 21. 
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TABLE Frequency and distribution o£ 

Collaborating Discourse Totjlc^ (XIpTs) 
acd Incorporating Discourse Tonics fIDTs) 

Aw Contributors (children and teacher) by day 



Day 


Number 


Children 


Teacher 


Day 3 
* CDT 
fDT 


59 
57 


39 (66?) 
18 (32%) 


f 

20 (34%) 
39 (68%) 


Total 


116 


57 (49%) 


59 (51%) 


Dav 15 
CI>T • 
IDT 


40 
• 142 


39 (98%) 
118 (83%) 


1 (2%) 
24 (0.7%) 


Total 


182 


157 (86%) 


25 (14%) 


Day 21 
CUT 
IDT 


96 
140 


88 (92%) 


8 (8%) 
28 (20%) 


tptaX 


236 


7 

200 (85%) 


36 (15%) 



' B* CDT and IDT by day 



Day 


Jitumber 
CDT & IDT 


CDT 


IDT 


Day 3 
Children 
Teacher 


57 d 
59 


39 (68%) 
20 (34%) 


18 (32%) 
39 (66%) 


Total 


116 


59 (51%) 


57 (49%) 


Day 15 
• Children 
Teacher 


157 , 
25 


39 (25%) 
1 (4%) 


118 (75%) 
24 (96%) 


; 

Total 


182 


40 (22%) - 


142 (78%) 


Day 2J 
Children 
Teacher 


2Q0 
36 


88 (44%) 
8 (22%) 


112 (56%) 
28 (78%) 


Total 


236 


96 (41%) 


,140 mz) 
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Incorporating Discourse topics encompass all aspects of a topic that 
get discussed* Therefore, the contributors of n)T*s determine the direction 
of the discussion, or as we prefer to say, the IDT contributor controls the 
topic* ' We can see the effect of the structural changes on control of the 
topia by eac^ninlng the IDT coluuin in Table III 6* On Day 3, the teacher made 
39 ICX*s t;^ the children*s 18* However, after, the structural change, on 
Day 15, ',he chiidrett, contributed 118 IDT*s to the teacher*s 24* Similarly 
o^^Day 21, the children contributed 112 TDT^s to the teach6r*s 28* The 
children had, therefore, achieved control of the topic* 

Another way p^illustratiag the results of our discourse analysis is 
by flow diagrtos for particular topics* We^^have prepared several of these ^ 
Representative topics (according to Bahn^s categories) were matched for 
Day 3 and Day 21* Geometric symbols are used to Identify Discourse^ Topics: 

^ Introducing Discourse Topic 

^Reintroducing Discourse Topic 
* Q Collaborating Discourse Tojflc 
Q Incorporating Discourse. Topic 
^ Evaluative Comzaent ^ 

Each CDT is placed adjacent to its generative topic, producing a horizontal 
extension* Each IDT is placed on the next lover line, also one space to 
the rlghtt thud producing a diagonal progression* Teacher's contributions 
are signified by *T* in the geometric symbol* Children*s contributions are 
signified by the first two letters of their n^es in the geometric symbol* ^ 
Romw numerals on the flow diagrams correspond to HAHS r^nk* One can follow 
the discourse flow down the paga noting whether the teacher (T) or the child 
(Aa**Zz) contributes to ihe topic and what the nature of the contribution is* 
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Insert Figure I about here 



It is apparent from this diagram' that it is the teacher, on Day 3, who 
is controlling the topic, is contributing most of the IDT*b, whereas on 
Day 21 the children control the topic, and moreover, several different child- 
ren partici]^ate* Several flow diagrams, as well as the transcripts on which 
they are based, are included in the appendix. 



6. 
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Cognltlve Level of Content: Analysis 

tfe have determined that the nxmber and proportion of language extensions 
and elabqrations Increased with the change In structure In Sharing Time. 
Also, the children were the ones responsible for the extensions at)d elabora*- 
tions in the post-change condition* One question remain: were these changes 
accomplished at the expense of the cognitive level of the dl^ourse? 

To estimate the cognitive level in the pre and post conditions, we used 
the Marie M, Hughes Mental Activity Hierarchy Scale (MAHS) which is given below. 



Insert Hughes S(;ale about here 



With this scale, each part of every utterance can be given a rank of I • • , VI, 
However, ve are concerned only with language extensions and elaborations* 
Since CDT's do not perform, this function, whereas IDT's do exactly that, only 
IDT*3 need to be scored* Here is an ex^usple of our scoring* 

Day 21: Topic 19: Object: brief 

OK I don't have anything to share* So I'll " Tanya, what do 
you have to share? 

ity picture that I made* And my boat* 

#hold it up# Pretty nice, isn't it? You want to tell us anything 
about this? Anybody have anything to say? 

Guess what, Tanya, I, Keith made one* And he stuck it in the 
water table* But he had to throw it away and make a new one* 
Teah, because the part you put the sail on was too long* 
Right* 

And It made it f^^ll over into the water, huh Candida? 
Uh huh* 

■* 

An interrater leliability of 93% for assigning ranks on the MAHS resulted 
when scores of the two investigators and Dr* Hughes, originator of the instru- 
ment, were compared* 

We wanted to compare the cognitive level or the pre-change condition to 
that of the post<*change condition, Dsy 3 to Day 21* Day 3, however, had a 
Sharing Time period which was cut short for lack of time* To control for 
this problem, we executed two t3rpes of matching* Usiilg Hahn^s categoties of 
topics^ we matched representative topics for the two days* Specifically, 
examples of each of the following t3rpes were compered across days: an item 
of wearing apparel (object) , an object presented with brief communication, 
an object presented with elaborated discussion, and a home activity* (Tran- 
scripts for matched topics Are included iu the appendix with MAHS rankings 
in the left margin*) A mean rank for both the children's and the teacher's 





T: 


II 


Ta: 


V 


T: 


II 


Ca: 


II, 


IV, IV 


IV 


3r: 


V 


Ca: 


V 


Br: 


V 


Ca: 
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A TENTATIVE HIERARCHY OF MENTAL ACTIVITY 
FOR HEDMSTIC PURPOSES ONI.Y 

by 

Marie Hughes, Director 

^ 

Arizona Research and Development Center 
Early Childhood Education Laboratory 
Cooperative Research. Project 
1967 



USVEL I 



LETOL II 



LEVEL III 



LEVI! IV 



Sensing; Obtaining infonoation through the senses 

Perceiving; Being selectively avare 

Discriminating; Detecting, distinguishing by certain features 
a characteristic recognition* 



Remembering; 



Retrieving: 

Identifying: 

Comparing and 
Contrastj^ng; 

Grouping: 

Exploring: 

Organizing; 



Imagining: 

PLaonlng; 

Inferring; 



Having a motion or idea^ come into the mind vhich 
implies an earlier experience; random or passive ' 
memory* 

Deliberate recovering or regaining by remembering, 
recalling 

\ 

Labeling, recognition by discrimination 

Examining objects and situations in terms of their 
characteristics, their likeness and differences* 

Classifying, categorizing 

Deliberate wondering about, searching Into, 
questioning* 

Arranging or systematizing the interdependent 
parts of a vhole ~ placing of events In some 
identifiable relationship 

Responding to properties of an object or event 
not present to ^the senses* 

Arranging events in some order and relation- 
ship to one another* 

Assigning meaning beyond the data or observa* 
tion available* Placing discrete fccts and 
observations in^ some relationship fr<Mii which 
added meaning may be gained* 
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Analyzing: 



Formulating and 
Generalizing; 

Eval^iaxing and 
Judging; 



Abstracting; 



Hypothesizing 
and Predicting; 

Invent ing- 
Coioposlng; 

Synthesizing- 



Breaking situations, objects and Ideas Into' 
their multiple facets, perceiving multiple 
relationships « 

Stating principles, laws, relatlonshlpd that 
derive from a class of events* 

Ratliig by some identifiable criteria* Hay 

be personal value or bias the criteria 

used are known or acknowledged by the indlvldua: 

Lifting out one or more qualities or fadtors 
to achieve a higher classification; that Is, 
grouping or categorizing to Include a larger 
number of specifics* 

Accepting a proposition with conditional 
factors* If the!^ — given this predict that* 

Bring together elements, factors, objects In 
some new form or use ~ combining* 

Which brings elements. Ideas, generalizations 
together that have not been brought together 
before — usually under a new rubric or 
construct* 

Exprest3lng creativity at the highest level 
of generating new ideas, asstimptlons, etc*, 
changing the area, materials, methods, in which 
one is working* 
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IDT^s on each matched topic was determined. Secondly « we analyzed the IDT^s 
of all contributions on Day 1 which had a Sharing Time of unrestricted length* 
A mean rank of matched children (those who spoke on Day 1 and Day 21» and 
those who apoke on^Day 3 and 21) was computed* 

Cognitive Level of Content: Results ^ 

Th^re w^re nine sets of scores ba^d on the frequency per rank on M^BS 
for the dtilldreq^s IDT'd* For each set a mean rank was determined* We do 
not consider this meaaure to be a description, of cognitive level s since cog-^ 
nitive level in uo way assumes an Interval scale* tfe do consider tMs ideasure 
to be a description of frequency and distribution of r an ks for entire popula- 
tions, the IDT's of Days 1, 3, and 21* The mean rank results are displayed 
In Table IV* 



Insert Table IV about here 



Even cursoi^ examination of the values of the means suggests very l^tle 
change from tft^ pre-* to post-^-conditlon* Statistically, only one differ&nce 
of means, that of all 'children on matched topics, reaches a level of aignlfi- 
cance* tfe conclude, therefore, that the means are drawn from the same\ 
population* 

The teacher^s mean ranks vary even leas than the children's, leading us 
to cmcXude that there was also no change in teacher mean rank under the 
changed structure*' 

Other tezt'? were performed which clo not violate the strictures against 
arithmetic manipulations of ordinal data* The McNemar test for the signifi- 
cance of changes (Siegel, 1956) a. a chi*squared test were also applied* 
The HcNemar test was applicable to the sets of scores for children on Days 1 
or 3 against their own scores cn Day 21* The results of this test indicated 
th^re was no significant change* 

The chi-^aquared test was applied to changea in frequencies per rank 
beti^en ^^7^ 1 and 3; and Day 21* All observations were pooled to provide 
the moat conservative estimate o£ expected frequencies* The comparisons^ 
except that of rank 3» were lnsignlfi(taat* Otherwise, the observed fre-' 
quencies conformed to the expected frequencies* The increase in rank 3 above 
the expected frequency may reflect a trend of the children's IDT's to move 
from rai^ 2 to rank. 3« However, the chl-squared test results lead us to the 
conclusioa that there was no decrease in cognitive level as a consequence 
of the change in structure* 
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TABLE iV. H eap Rank (R) 
on 

Me ntal Activity Hierarchy fcale (MAHS) 
Incorporating Discourse Topics (IPT) 



IDT 

. Children 

Ail children 

Hatched children 
On all topics 

All children on 
matched topics 


Da;r 1 
N R "(^ev)* 


Day 3 
^ R (R"ev)A 


Day 21 
N R (R-ev)* 


80, 3.2 (3,1) 
n 3.6 (3.5) . 


28 2.8 (2,5) 

19 2.9 (2.7) 
19 2.7 (2.6) 


146 3.1 (2.9) 

99 3.4 (3.2) 
54 3.4 (3.2) 

45 3.6 (3.4) 


Teacher 
■ All m*s 
On all topics 

On satched 
topics only 


76 3.5 (3.0) 


37 3.$ (3.1) 
35 3.7' (3.2) 


22 3.6 (2.9) 
9 3.7 "(3.0) 



(R-^ev) is the mean rank when Level V, Evaluation, is omitted* 
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Means standard 


deviations for j^roups 


ChilJren 


Teacher i 


X ^ ^ 3.12 


X ^ « 3.65 1 
means 1 


a * .33r 
means 


a ' .05 
means 
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Discussion and Conclusions 

farticipant Structure 

l!he* changes in structure that the teacher inade for Sharing Time from 
Day 3 to T)ay 21 produced a more Informal: setting, effectively decreasing 
the status differential between teacher and children* Increased participa- 
tion on the part of the children resulted, as did perhaps an increase in 
responsibility of the children for stiructuring the flow of Sharing Time* 
The teacher^s role on Dsy 3 might be characterlz. d as Director, whereas on 
Day 21 it is much iQore like something wbj.cli we can call Moderator* 

T opic Typology 

The topics children chose to discuss in this 1978 kindergarten were 
consistent vith patterns described by Hahn in X947« Also consistent with 
Hahn's description is the finding that often the object discussions were 
extremely brief* 

Discourse Topics ^ 

Th^ discourse tooic framework allowed us to show that children's ^con- 
tributions, both as C>^laborative Discourse Tcpics and Incorporating Discourse 
Topics, increased dramatically under the changed participation structure, 
vhlle the teacher *3 contributions decreased correspondingly « Moreover, the 
higher proportion of children's Incorporating Discourse Topics after the 
change indicates that they achieveu control of the flow of discourse* The 
rise in Collaborating Discourse Topics indicates high attention to the topic 
under discussion* 

C ognitive level 

The cognitive level scores were developed to ansyer the question of 
whether there was a loss from the teacher's abandonment of the goal of 
extending and elaborating the chlZdren*s language* Our results indicate that« 
on the contrary^ there was an Increase In the number of extensions and eiab- 
nrationa vith no loss of cognitive level under the changed conditions* 

Suimnary 

In examining the relationship r i^ween content and structure of a kinder- 
garten Sharing Time which vae altered when the teacher conscinusly changed her 
ideas about what function such an event might serve in ttie learning o£ the 
children^ ve found that the changed goals and structure of Sharing time raised 
both the quantity and quility of the children's Sharing TJoae communication* 

Teachers differ in their goals for Sharing Time and are often Interested 
In changing Its stifucture to enable them to better realize their goals* The 
method o£ analysis used In this study can. be applied to any variety of Sharing 
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Time* Its tools will allov teachers to determine whether ^ particular 
structure is congruent with their goals. 

We consider the study of incorporating discourse topics to be *i promising 
subject for further research and suggest that tue method of displaying dis- 
course flow might be useful to other researchers* 
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Day 3: Topic '3: Appare3 



MAHS 
codings. 

I Ke 
V 
II 



II 
II 



T 
Ke 
T 

Ke 
T 

Ke 
T 

Ke 
T 



I dldn^t see Che cac. .Oh* Ic ' \ 

looko neat-ob* 

Oh is chac che cat thac died. * 

No. ^ ' ; 

That's a preccy f£u&ous dm isn't it. It*3 on all^he comaerciale. 
Yep. ^ ^ * ' , 

Do you 4iave a cat at home? 
Mcft but he* 3 black* 
Does he have a name. 
SpMk. « )) ^ < 

' Spook. * ' 



Day 21: Topic l^: Apparel 



MAHS, ' 
codings 

il Tr 
I 

LV Ca 
Tr 

11^^ Ch 
IV IS 

rv* 

Tr 

III Ch 
III Kr 
III C& 
Ifl Ch 



OK^ Travis. 

Mjr shirt. Bfc^flestor Gallactica. There's 
a small o^ie right there. ' K / )) ^ 
And 



r 



And .Travig ripped^ pne off^cCauiic It vas getting old. . 
<It vas for a gim.) '^'^ ^ ' . J 

Where was U7 ■ , ' ^ ^ ^ 

Xt was rlg^bx^there. • ^ ; . ^ ^ 

Soiaet^Bioi: those transfers ^ccxae off» don't they? 
Tou have to- be careful how ^ou wish *that 8hift don't you? 
0h huh. ^ ^ ^ 

My mom -has o&e#about Elvis Presley and I gox obe $>out $t3r 
Wars. , ' i V ' ^ 

K^brocher has one about Star Wars. And oc^ about Sta-Battle- 
sat Gallatftica. - ^ 

My moo and dad end' big ©isl^^f ^'and my brother Jiave one , t , 
about Frere Jacqu^a/ ^ ^ 

My brother haa Battleatar Gallactica* and^star Wars. 




bay 3: Topic 6: Object (brief) ^ 



MAHS 

codipss / ■ ■ 

pK> Stephen^, * . 
St Ify turtle* ^sbo^s patchwork handsewo object^ 

V T Isn't that a good iooklng turtle. ' . 
IV- It looks 111^ It vas~ ' 

I St It has orange, pink, yellow, purple green pink and orange 
JS^lXou red blue orange* 
Ch / Putple. I see some purple, red i 
Spr An& purple down, here* 

V i? lii't that* terrific 

£ Ch An^ b3^ck* And vhlte* 

V ^ T Wei;! ydtt really know .ycur colors doa*t you. 

IV StapheDi that lodes klnda like a homemade stuffed animal* 

XX ' Did' sosebcdy oake that for you? 

St I don't Tmow << )) jfend a purple tail 

T You just don^t remember. OK, Jennifer* 



Day 21: Topic 19: Object (brief) 

KAHS 
codings 

T ^ OK, I don*t basre anything to share* So I'll << ))* 
iTanya, what do you have to share? 

II Ta ^Hy picture that I made* And :oy boat* 

V T ^holds it up# Pretty nice, lsn*t it? You want to tell us 

anything about this? Anybody have anything to say? 
II Ca i3uess what, Tanya^ I^ Keith made one* 
II, XV And he stuck It in the water table* But 
IV he had to throw it away and make a new one* 

IV Br Yeah, because the part you put the sail cm was ^oo long. 

V Ca Right* 

V Br And it made it irll over Intcb the water, huh Candida? 

V Ca Uh huh* 
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' jigur^ III 

Distribution of Discourse Topics: 
Frequencies and Pattern i 



0/1/ 3 





ritunerals stand for 
MAHS codings 




Topi 



OBJECT • 






Oft 




0. 



1 
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Topic 1: Object (eict^ded) 



T o Since Brian has been out absent such a long tljne and slncia 
he brought^ something really special to share » let's let him 
get started, OK? what do^ you have, Brian* 

3r j^Brian shows goldfish ii^ glass bowlff 

T Oh, look at that. 

Ka We' used to have a goldfish till we gave it to the friends we 

had turkey with. 
Br & goldfish* 
T Can I help you hold it? 
Br It*s a gold 

T Is this. the only one you have at-home. 

Br No, I got four. - — 

T So how i^ny did you leave at home. 
Br Three * 

X How d:^d you decide which goldfish to brJLng? 
Br Well, my mom told me to bring one- that tiad a little eye and. 
a big eye. 

T Little and big eyc^? Does this one have a little and a big eye? 
Br No, they^re both the same si2e. 
T Oh. Does this one have a name? 
Br Catfish. 

X Catfish, catfish goldfish. That*s pretty Tieat. Why do you suppose — 
do some of your goldfish at home have one big eye and one little eye? 
Br I named him catfish. 

Ho, not all of them, just one. 
X I wonder why that happens. 
Br I don't know. But they*re both black. 

All of their eyes are black. 
X I see. Well Brian, I think catfish is a pretty neat fellow. 

Your mom is pretty brave to let you bring him in a paper bag. 
Br I know. 

T Tou know that paper *bag is getting a little wet, some of the water 
must have splashed out. Do you suppose you~what kind of fish 
food do you feed them? 

Br I got this kind at home and another kind. 

X Let's see what it says,^ 'Long Life* flake fish for goldfish. Got 

vitamins and minerals just like the food you eat. ..52 percent protein. 

Br I know. What to see how it looks it^ide? 

X Dh huh. 

Br Want to eat some? 

X (Careful.) 

Ch #laughterf 

Let me look, Brian. What are these here? 

T Xell you what Br, why don^t we put this stuff on the table and have 
people look at it as they can, OK. 

Um, you know what I think would be nice to have in the classroom are 
some guppies. 
Qh Oh ti^ cousin has some guppies. 
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IV T If you know anybody who would be willing to share some guppies 

with us at the end of the year, we could return them when school's 
out. OK? 

Go put Catfish in a comfortable s'^ot* Maybe youM like to put him 
by th« amaryllis* 

pay 21: Topic 7: Object (extendfad) 

MAHS 
codings 

T '0K> Brian. 

'I?, V Br Something big I got for Christmas. If I can (( )) 

IV * . All these comes apart. ^ 

X-II Car-You've got a bunch of things. 

Br (( )) , . 

IV Jo Looks like it fell, apiirt again. 

IV Br Yeah. (An even) this thing, I think bro^e off. 

IV It did. 

II, IV pCh phhh, Cooper Jack. I know what it is. 

^Br Yup, it sure did. 

IV T Broken? Do you think you can put it back together. 
I Br Maybe. 

T Well vhy don^t you work on it right there and we'll go on, and 

come back to you, OR? 

Sh What's that (r)obot? 

Be You press his head and ±z works. 

I 3r (C )) where is that thing? ^ where is that black thing? 
Ch Here 

Br Thanks 

VI Be? That looks like a cookie 

VI Br It looks like a black hamburger. 

Ch yes ^laughter^^ 

II ' T What do you call that black thing, Brian? 

Jo A hockey puck. 

Br (( )) call it a hockey puck. 

II T What kind of a, what sport is that person playing? 

II Br Boomerang hockey. 

T Hockey 

V Ch That's right. (( )) 

Sh Was funnyt little thing that (( )) 

IV Jo How about you make the net? 

Ch (( )) took my ten- 

Ch? I (getting) the (( )) It's broken. 

T OK, OR, Rebecca^ 



Dajr* 3: Topic 7: Home Activity 

Je .Hy blue picture. I'm doing what the calendar said* 
T > . You're doing die calendar set? 

Je IM hum. Remember that calendar that you gave, us? I'm doing what it said. 
T Oh yes, and you brought your blue picture? 
Je T!m hum. 

T Hey, you're terrific, ycu know that! Let's see irfiat this says. It's a 
akier isn't it? You know what it says, Jennifer? 

$2 . .i 
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No» I don*t 'know how to read ±t* 

0K> it says, UbBt vould it feel like to be on top of a mountain? where 

aXl yoti C{)uld s,ee ia snow and sky? Vould you like to climb a mountain? 

Yeah> we*ve climbed a mountain before* 

Have you? It says, wtiat would you think about at the top? 

I would think about snow. tfe*re going to go tubing in our .backyard, uniy 

aooeday, We*re gonna um:^o tubing ia bur backyard* Someday*' 

Thfit is terrific. Jennifer, I am so proud of you for remembering to do 

tbaC job Calendar at^ homa* You know what> that means you ^re a very 

responsible kid, ^ 

AdMOLB^Bf if ve did it, ve cross it out so it won't, we don*t do it again* 

Rlght» you must have finished the vhole month today because today is the 

last day of November, 

Guess what? 

tfell^ iVe got to finish mine* 
I gotta finish mine too. 



21: Topic 1: Home Activity 

I*m • This is the kindergarten at School* tfe would 

like to show 'you how we do sharing* Kathy, go ahead* 

Yesterday, when uh when I went to urn Albuquerque, I mean Santa Fe* 

we stayed till midnight* 

You did? 

Uh huh* 

What were you doing there all that tlmeV 

Urn, we were we, had to go to a meeting* And I was so good* I always been ^ 
bad, that was the firpt time I been good* 
That's a pretty nice (C )) 

Did they have a loC— *Did the meeti? i have a lot of people? 
A very_ lot * 

Kathy, my mom goes to P -PWA meeting and boy does it take long* Ahhh it 

takes over half an hout to forty-five minutes, to a hundred minutes* 

Hhaa my mom goes to a meeting, then um> she stays until it*s 

over and tha-" 

It isn't PWA, it*s TWA* 

She, she used to be an Avon lady* That^s why it*s PWA CC )) 
That klnda sounds like TWAirlines* 
Uh huh, OK* 
TWA 
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